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It wes ry intention in this thesis to present an undiased revicow 
ef the chronological steps in the development of the present Defense 
Organization of the United States; however, I found it very difficult 
to keep this objective view curing the course of my research and writ- 
ing. Being a part of the Nevy, I found nyself taking the Navy side 
in the fight over unification, and being an admirer of the late lr, 
Forrestal, I found myself taking his side. Although this bias of mine 
dominated my thinking, I tried not to let it dominate ny writing. In 
short, I tried to present the facts as I saw them and not as I would 
like to have seen them through eyes blurred with bias, loyalty and 
prejudice. 

The bibliography is not meant to be all-inclusive, as a large 
volize of material has been written on the subject, especially the 
unification phase. I found considerable of the material had been 
heavily slanted toward either the Army or Navy view. I selected only 





sufficient background material to bring out the basic issues and oppos- 
ing viewpoints in each step of the evolution of the Defense Organization. 
iy purpose in writing this thesis was twofold: first, to satisfy 





one of the requirements for a Master's Degree, and second, to build a 

background of lmowledge and to set a point of departure from which to 

study the "Evolution of the Organization of the Navy ow P 

which I intend to propose as ry second term thesis, 

And why these two studies? During a tour of duty in the Pentagon, 
ii 
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| brought into contact with the Organizations of Defense, Ary and 

©, a8 2 result of =y duties in opmav and additional duty on 

the staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Fron this contact grew a de- 
xe to better understand the Organizations of Defense, Arsy end Air 

Force, es well as my own Navy Departments 
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Chanter TI 


INTRODUCTION 


The Department of Defense Organization of the United States, as 
it is lmown today, has ceveloved in four basic steps. These milestones 
ef evolution are: 

1. Pre World War II organization 

2. World Wer II temocrary organization 

3. Unification 

4h. Post Unification modifications 

The early history of the national defense organization is both 
Varied ani colorful. Surprisingly enouch, we hed wumification at the 

beginning, when the ilavy was under the War Department. 
| However, the weed important precedent set at the beginning of our 
National Defense Organization was that of civilian control. Civilian 
leadership over our military forces was provided by the Constitution: 
"The President shall be Commandcr in Chief of the Army and Navy of the 
United States, end of the militia of the several states, when called 
into the actuel service of the United States.1/ In addition to this 
Constitutional provision, George Washington extended civilian control 
by appointing ea civilian as the first Secretary of War. The principle 
of civilien control of the military has continued to this day in all 


aspects of the Defense Department Organization. This principle has 





been the major motivating influence in the evolution of the Department 





1 U, S. Constitution, Article 2, Paragraph 2. 
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of Defense Organization. As will be seen in Chapter IV, this principle 
not only motivated for unification, but at the same time mitigated 
against unification. 

With the establishient of the Navy as a separate Department, the 
history of the Defense Organization until Vorld War II is the history 
of the seperate Departments of War end Navy. 

The second phase of the evolution of the National Defense Organi- 
gation occurred during World War II when unification had its beginuing 
in fact if not in name. President Roosevelt appointed Admiral Willian 
D. Leahy as the Chief of Staff to the Commender-In-Chief, to assist hin 
in co-ordinating the militery effcrts of the War and Navy Departments, 

A second major step towards unificetion during this phase wes the estab 
lishment ef and successful operation of unified commands of ground, sir 
and naval forces. A third major step curing this phase was the gradual 
evolution of the Joint Chiefs of Steff, Other sveps during this phase 
were taken in the creation of government agencies, such as the War Prod— 
uction Board, to integrate the military effort with the civilian effort. 

The third phase in the evolution of the Defense Organization was 
the debate on Unification in 19l5-6-7 with the eventual passing of the 
National Security Act of 197. The basic features of the Act stexmed 
from the Eberstadt Report which was prepared by the request of Secretary 
of the Navy Porrestal, Tho Act established the National Military Estab- 
lishment with a Secretary of Defense as a coordinator, and three Depart 
ments of Arny, Navy and Air with Seeretaries as Cabinet members with 
direct access to the President. In addition, the Act created the Depart— 


ment of Air Force, National Security Council, the Central Intelligence 
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Agency, the National Securities Resources Beard, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Joint Staff, the Munitions Board, and the Research and Dev- 
elomment Board. Several of the above had been in existence and meroly 
had their names changed or were legally recognized. The National 
Security Act of 19h7 was an epoch milestone in the history of the De~ 
fense Organization of this country. 

The fourth and final phase in the development of our Defense Org- 
anization is the post unification period (197 to date) in which the 
National Security Act of 197 has been modified by the amendments of 
199 and 1952 and the Reorganization Plan lumber Six of 30 June 1953, 
The major effect of these amendments has been to incresse the civilian 
control over the military by centralization of more power in the office 
of the Secretary of Defense. Of major interest to the Navy Graduate 
Comptrollership Class is the addition of the Coxptrollership function 
in the Defense Organization by the addition of the Title IV to the 
National Security Act of 19h7. 
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Chapter IT 


DEFENSE ORGANIZATION PRIOR TO WORLD WAR IT 


The Defense Organization of the United States prior to World War II 
was a two-department system composed of the War and Navy Departments 
with the exception of a short period in the early history of the country 
(1789 to 1797) when the War Department contained both the Army and the 
Navy. Ths the history of the Defense Organization prior to World War 
II is the separate histories of the War and Navy Departments, An in 
portant exception to this generalization is the establishment of the 
philosophy of civilian control of the military organization es noted 
in Chapter I. 

In general, the history of the War Department was an evolutionary 
process accelerated by wars in which a decentralized orgenization was 
centralized under the general staff concept. Wajor General Nelson has 
fully chronicled this evolution in his excellent book, "National Secur= 
ity and the General Staff." A resume! of his views on this evolution 
are quoted: 

"Throughout our nation's history, our organization for national 
defense has — so shackled in the grip of the past, that at tires 
nothing short of catastrophe could release it. It took the disgraceful 
events of the Spanish-American War corbined with the heroic efforts of 
a great Secretary of War, Elim Root, to establish a General Staff to 
plen for the future. And it took five years to put that basic idea 
across. During World War I it was not until the whole supply estab— 
lishzent was about to break dowmm that action was taken to reorganize 

eal 
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industrial mebilization wider Bernard Baruch and the sapply set-up in 
the War Department and the Army under General Goethals. After World 
War I, it took two years and General Pershing's prestige to secure the 
Watdonal Defense Act of 1920. In World War II, it took the Pearl Har- 
bor tragedy to precipitate effective action to reorganize the War De- 
partment and to constitute at least a semblance of necessary top mach~ 
inery, the Joint Chiefs of Staff engantection,©?/ 

The Navy Department has ragdint ained its decentralized mesahesaien 
since the establishment of the bureau system in 182. The major changes 
in this orgenization have continued this policy of decentralization 
by creating the offices of the Chief of Naval Operations, Industrial 
Relations, Neval Material, Naval Research, Judge Advocate General, 
Generel Counsel, Analysis and Review, Petroleum and Oil Shale nae 
and Coxptroller. 

A detailed history of the evolution of the Navy Department Organi~ 
gation by the eminent naval historian 5S. E. Norison is given in Ferdi-~ 
mand Eberstadt's book on the "Unification of the War and Navy Depart— 
ments end Postwer Organization for National Defense." 

The orgenizational philosophy of the Arny, of centralized civilian 
responsibility, authority and control in the Secretary of War, with the 
single line of authority through the Chief of Staff, and the Navy orgen- 
izational philosophy of centralized civilian responsibility in the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, with decentralized authority and control in the 





2 Major General Otto Lauren Nelson, Ives Ue Se Arny (Ret.) —"National: 
918), > “36 the General Staff" (Washington, Infantry Journal Press, 
Pe 
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nd cffices, with no single :Jitary officer respon- 
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mization was to be unified, The Arsy wanted a single Departuent of 
‘ense ond the Navy wanted a Federation. 

This conflict of philosophies continves to this day. 
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Chapter III 


DEFENSE ORGANIZATION DURTIG WORLD WAR IT 


The Defense Organization at the advent of World Yer II wes the 
two separate Departments of War and Navy coordinated by the President 
with national policy leadership in the State Department. The shock of 
Pearl Harbor changed this situation in two ways: one wes the reorgani~ 
gation of the Navy and War Departments end the second was the establish= 
ment of organizational machinery to coordinate the defense effort. 

This failure to be ready for World War IT with a Defense Organization 
capable of fighting it, set the stage for later demands jer unification, 

The Navy Department wes the first to feel the change: 

"King was. « esumeoned to Washington, md, arriving Tuesday morn- 
ing, 16 Decexber. . owas taken to the White House by the Secretary, 
and two days leter, on the eighteenth, President Roosevelt issued B= 
ecutive Order 898), !Prescribing the Duties of the Comzender-in-Chief, 
United States Fleet and the co-onerative Duties of the Chief of Naval 
Operations.'. . . 

"It provided that the Commander=in-Chief, United States Plcet, 
'shall have supreme comand of the operating forces. . .and shall be 
directly responsible, under the general direction of the Secretary of 
the Navy, to the President of the United States.! 

*A radical change in naval administration was accormlished by this 
order, As will be recalled from earlier chapters, the authority of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, having never been precisely defined, had been 
the subject of much controversy and deliberation. The 1915 legislation 

Mf. 
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erseting the office hed provided that he tshall, wnder the direction 

of the Secretary, be charged with the operations of the fleet, and with 
the preparation and readiness of plens for its use in war.! But neither 
this law, nor sny subsequent one, hed given him authority over the bur~ 
eaus of the Navy Department thet built, manned, supplied, and mainteined 
the fleet. During more than a quarter of a century the great majority 
of the Chiefs of Naval Operations had felt the inconsistency of this 
‘situation, and had become convinced that the powers of the office should 
extend over the activities of the bureaus, 

", » On 12 Merch, Fresident Roosevelt issued Executive Order 9096 
providing that 'the duties of the Cormander—in-Chief, United States 
Fleet, and the duties of the Chief of Naval Operations my be coxbined 
and devolve on one officer, . .¥ho shell be the principal navel advisor 
and executive to the Secretary of the Navy on the conduct of the Yowell 
Esteblishment. . «As Chief of Naval Operations. . .shall be charged, 
uncer the direction of the Secretary of the Navy. .« evith the coordina- 
tion end direction. . .of the bureaus and offices of the Navy Depart— 
ment, 1#3/ 

The Navy Department continued to operete under these two executive 
orders throughout the war as a highly centralized organization under 
the Secretary and his military executive, Fleet Admiral King. 

The Department of War reorganized in 192, in a similar effort to 
translate into ea workable wartime orgenization. 


Barly February 192 also saw the evolution of organizational meens 





3 Es Js King and W. M, Whitehill, "Fleet Admire] King," (lew York, W. We 
Norton and Company, Ince, 1952) pps 349-356 
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to coordinate the defense effort. One of these actions established 
the Joint Chiefs of Steff. An Army version of this evolution follows: 

"The Joint Chiefs of Staff organization emerged because some agency 
of the sort was essential in our dealings with the British — and in de- 
termining quickly over-all military policy and strategy. General Mar- 
shall aecompanied the President in his meetings with the British Prime 
Minister and the British Chiefs of Staff in August 191 and in December 
191 and Jamary 192, Although admittedly an overstatement, there is 
a basis for the allegation that the necessity for allied unity of action 
and coordination forced the Army, the Navy, and the Air Forces to devise 
a speedier and rore effective means of collaboration. Certainly Joint 
Arvy-liavy Boards did already exist but they were inadequate. 

"Curiously, the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff just 
grew. In recognition perhaps of the delicate situation that arises 
when jealously guarded perogatives elbow one another, there wes no gen- 
eral understanding on the part of anyone on what constituted the articles 
of organization or the charter of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was 
probably better that these were left unsaid or at least unadvertised, 
and that the organization and procedure were permitted to evolve grad~ 
waliy, eh/ 

A Navy version of the same event in history: 

"One might gather from arguments heard later, when the so-called 
Unification Bill was being considered by Concress » that there never had 
been any real co-operation between the Amy and Nevy. The truth is that 


— 
4, Nelson, Op. Cit. p. 397 
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to both services had been solved satisfactorily 





many problems comma 
through the operation of a Joint Board which dated back to 1903. The 
President, foreseeing that events probably would make it necessary for 
hin to exercise his Constitutional povers as Commander=in-Chief of the 
Arzed Forces, had the Joint Board placed under his direction in 1939. 

". . eWhen Prime Minister Churchill and his aides cae to Washing- 
ton shortly after the war began in December 19))1, it was appsrent that 
the Joint Board had to be revised, given more power, and placed on a 
basis where it could work side by side with the already functioning 
British Chiefs of Staff, Thus was created the American Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, which held its first meeting in February, 192, and which 
absorbed the functions of the old Joint Boord. 

"The Joint Chiefs became the principal agency for Arry—Navy-Air 
Force coordination, Its duties during the war were never defined pre=- 
cisely. TI have heard that in some file there is a. . «memorandum fron 
Roosevelt, setting up the Joint Chiefs, but I never saw it. . .The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff was an instrument of the Cormander-in-Chief and 
Was responsible to hing I was his representative on that body. As 
senior officer present, I presided at its meetings, prepared the agenda, 
and signed all the major papers and Geto! 

In addition to the establishment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Co- 
ordination of the defense effort twas the appointment of Fleet Admiral 
Leahy as Chief of Staff te the Comsander=in-Chief on July 20, 192 fol- 


lowing the suggestion of General Marshall. The most important function 

eer cee cet Os em eS rr enh ngs i= lr rele asst sisertnnstnetgunainnarnennamsauae 

5 Fleet Aduiral Williom D, Leahy, "I Was There" (iNew York, Whittlesey 
House, UeGraw-Hill Book Commeny, Inc., 1950) pp. 101-102 
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of the Chief of Staff wast 

"the mainteining of daily liais 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, It was my job to pass on to the Joint ( 

‘ef Staff tho basic thinkin, nt on all war plans and 
strategy. In turn I wre beck from the Joint Chiefs a concensus 
In addition to the internal reorgenizational efforts in the War 
and Navy Departments and the esteblishment of the Joint Chiefs and 




















 Steffs and Fleet Admiral Leahy as Chief of Staff to the Commander-in- 
Chief, there were mumerous other agencies evolved to correlate the 
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Chapter IV 


UNIFICATION 


The forth snd mejor phase of the evolution of the Defense Org- 
aenization was the so-called Unification of the Arned Forces. As will 
be seen later in this chapter, "unification" is the common tom used 
to describe the total Defense Orgenisation established by the National 
Security Act of 197. 

As eerly 28 30 August, 19h, Secretary of the Nevy Forrestal wrote: 
"The question of a single Department of Defense. I o not think for 
e women’ we can teke this lightly, and I have so told Admiral King."7/ 

On 18 April, 195 Secretary Forrestal end Admiral King had a 
meeting with President Trumen, after which the Secretary wrote: 
ele Deps 
rend the Morrow Board Report with the thought that this form might be 


"S3 tmont of Defense: I mede the suggestion that he re- 








follomed in the study of the desirability of consolidating the two 
Services. "8/ 

On 9 May, 1945 Forrest21 had a luncheon for Admiral King, General 
Marsheli ond Harry Hoplcins: 

"The purpose cf that lunch was to explore with King and larshell 
the possibility of the Arszy and Navy reeching an agreement as to the 
form of our postwar national defense. 


", » ellarshall, . Said that he was unsheakably committed to the 





7? Walter Millis (Ed.), "The Forrestal Diaries" (New York, The Viling 
Press, 1951) pe 9 


8 Tbid. p. 60 
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thesis of a single civilian Secretary with a single military Chief of 
Staff. . « 

"T said thet the Navy could not concur in the conception of a 
single department but would go a long ways to mect the Arzy's view on 
ay reasonable system of cooperation and cooréinatione"? / 

On May 15, 1945, in a letter to Secretary of the Navy Forrestal, 
Senator David I. Walsh, Chairmen, Comcittee on Naval Affairs, stated: 
"I feel quite sure you will ogree with me that the effective 
methods of coordination ceveloped by the Army, the Navy, od the Air 
Forces, during the present war shozld be continued in the postwar era. 
It is renlized that many good arguments can be presented both for and 

against a consolidation of the present War and Uavy Departments into 
a Department of Netionel Defense with sub-departments for land, naval, 
and air forces. I azn not convinced, however, such a consolidation is 
the best possible solution to the problem of coordineting our defense 
efforts. ni0/ 

Senator Walsh then Ruve the pros and cons of a single Depertment 
of Defense as he sew it and suggested as an alternative to Unificetion 
that a Council on lWiational Defense be created with the following stand~ 
ing conmittees in a staff capacity? 

1. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

2. Research Comittee 

3. Procurement Comittee 








O Ferdinand Eberstadt, "Unification of War and Navy Department and 
Postwar Organization for National Defense" (Washington, D. Ce, Ue Se 


Government Printing Office, 195) p. IIT 
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h, Comittee on Military Personnel 

S. Committee on Civil Personnel 
Senator Welsh concluded his letter as follows: "I suggest thet you 
consider the question of having the Navy Departaent make a thorough 
study of this subject to determine whether or not it vould be desir~ 
able for it to provese the establishment of a Council on Notionol De- 
fense as om alternative to the prenossl now pending thet the Army end 
Navy Deparirients be consoliccted into ea Department of Notlonal Defense, "11/ 

Secretary Forrestal replied in a letter to Senetor Walsh on May 
27; 19hS in pert as follows: "Your point of vier corresponds sub 
stantially to what is talcing shape in mr own rind, namely, thet the 
Navy Depertment cannot be in the povertttd.an of merely taling the nega~ 
tive in this discussion, bat on the contrary -ust come up with posi- 
tive a constructive recommendations. Certainly there are mry gains 
in Arwy-—iiavy cooperation which have develoned in this wer and which 
should rot be lost. Outside of the purely militory crea, there were 
great lessons learned in the process of zobilizing the Nation's re- 
sources for war which should be carefully recorded; the mechonisrs of 
securing and keeping um to cate the eeumhion. of our industrial cana-~ 
elty, raw material stocxpiles, etc., shorid be kept in being. *22/ 

Shortly thereafter, on June 19, 19)" Secretary Forrestal wrote 
Me, Ferdinand Everstadt asking hin to make a study and prepare a re- 
ports 


". « ewith recomendations on the following mitters: 
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"1. Would unification of the War and Navy Departments under a 
single head izprove ovr national security? 

"2, If not, what changes in the present relationships of the 
military services and departments has our wer experience indicated as 
desirable to improve our national security? 

"3, What form of postwar organization should be established and 
maintained to enable the military services and other governmental de- 
partments and agencies most effectively to provide for and protect our 
national seeurity?23/ 

In view of the magnitude of the job and the limited time available, 
liy., Eberstadt broke dowm the subject matter into topics end assigned 
one individual responsibility of collecting and evaluating the back= 
ground information and facts from published end unpublished documents 
and reports and from correspondence and interviews while at the same 
time retaining full responsibility for the studies end for the conclu- 
Sions and recommendations. 

On conclusion of the study, Mir. Eberstadt forwarded his report to 
Secretary Forrestal on Septerber 25, 195 as an enclosure to a letter 
in which he stated: 

Wiilitary efficiency is not the only condition which should in- 
fluence the form of our postwar military organization. To be acceptable, 
any such organization must fall within the framework of our traditions 
and customs. It mst be of such size and nature as to comand public 


support. It must be aimed at curing the weaknesses disclosed in the 





% ibid. p. 1 
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late wers. And finally, it mist be conducive to fostering those pol- 
icies and objectives which contribute to the service and protection of 
our national security. . efhe military services are but a part of the 
national machinery of peace or war, An effective national security 
policy calls for active, intimate and continuous relationships not 
alone between military services themselves, but also between the mil~ 
itary services and many other departments and agencies of government. 

Rn, . ee have attempted to sketch the major organizations and re- 
lationships which are involved in promoting the maintenance of peace 
or, in default of this, in marshalling our national resources fully, 
promptly, and effectively in our defense. 

“We have suggested new organizational forms responsible to our new 
world position, our new international obligations, and the new techno~ 
logical developments emerging from the war, 

"Throughout this report, we have kept in mind two mjor conditions 
precedent to effective operation of eny form of organization: 

"1. That all organizational forms mst remain sufficiently flex 
ible not only to pvermit, but to encourage, such changes in method end 
policy as are necessary to meet changing conditions, 

"2. That experience does not indicate, nor study disclose, any 
organizational substitute for alert and competent men in positions of 
authority and responsibility. | 

". « eDelivery of this report constitutes fulfillment of the task 
outlined in your letter, nh,/ 
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On October 18, 19h5 Secretary Forrestal enclosed a copy of the 





Eberstadt report in a letter to Senator Walsh in which he said: 

". . eA great many of the opinions being voiced on both sides of 
this question were based upon extremely brozd generalizations concern 
ing the experience of this country curing the war or upon a purely 
prior reasoning. My ovm mind was not nearly so clear on the matter 
except that I was ond I am certain that it is one of the gravest in- 
portance to the Nation and one that should not be resolved without the 
most painstaking and exhaustive exuaination of all the facts bearing 
upon the problem, 

"His report. . .brings to the fore meny factual considerations 
which have tended to be all too easily overlooked in such public dis- 
cussions of the matter. n5/ 

On 20 Decenber, 1915 President Truman sent a message to the 79th 
Congress calling for consolidation of the armed forces and the creation 
of a single Department of Defense. This request resulted in the creation 
of a special sub—comnittee of the Senate litlitary Affairs Committee to 
write a bill for the unification of the Armed Forces, ‘The resultant 
bill (known as the Thomas Bill, named after Senator Elbert D. Thomas 
of Utah) was introduced to Congress on 9 April 196. This Bill pro- 
vided for a relatively centralized Department of Defense headed by a 
Secretary, Under-Secretary, and four functional assistant Secretaries, 
and with three Secretaries for War, Air, and Navy. 

Hearings started on the Thomas Bill on 1 May, 1916, 
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"These hearings, conducted in public through the first wecks of 
May, immediately brought the fires of controversy, which had been 
smoldering behind the curtains of official reticence, to 2 fine blaze. 
Forrestal appeared before the committee on May 1. . .His central point 
was that the Thomas Bill, while setting up an organizational structure, 
had not really thought through any of the specific end very practical 
problems of organization with which that structure would have to deals 
though much more elaborate than the simple proposals originally ad- 
venced by the Army, it still rested on the premise of 'merze now and 
orgenize later, 1016/ 

It was obvious at this time that the President's message to Con- 
gress on 20 December, 195 was sent without agreement within his admin- 
istration on the method of unification. In view of the controversy 


raging duc to the onen hearings on the Thomas Bill, President Trumen 





ed a White House conference on 13 May, 196 of his civilian and 
military leaders of his defense organization. 

"The President said he would like the Army ond Nevy to get to- 
gether to identify their points of agreement and disagreement with re- 
gard to legislation looking to coordination of the two Depcrtments. 

He said he was not prejudiced in favor of one Service or the other ~ 
wnat he wanted was a balanced system of netional defense with parti- 
cular reference to the integration of the budget. .. 

"The President asked Admiral Leahy his views and Admiral Leahy 
said he thought something could be worked out provided the proposed 


ne 


16 Ope Cit. p. 159 
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bill elivinated the single Chief of Staff, Ue said his experience dur- 
ing the war had convinced him that the idea of a single Chief of Steff 
was dangorouse . »idiral Leahy added that he thought the sphere of act~ 
ivities of navel aviation could be worked out by agreement. On the fut 
ure position and scope of the activities of the marines, he stated that 
he was inclined to agree with the views of General Eisenhower. . «(that 
while he did not favor maintaining two different armies with the same 
missions, he would be the last to advocate the ‘abolition! of the liar- 
ines. ) 

Mihen the President asked the Secretary of War for his coments, 
Patterson replied. . ethat he still felt the greatest efficiency would 
be ootained by the formation of a single Departrent, with a single Sec~ 
retary and a single Chief of Staff... 

", . «(This meeting represented a decisive victory for Forrestal, 
largely reversing the effects of the defeat he had suffered in Decerm= 
ber with the President's initial message on unification. . .His chosen 
tactics of patient pressure, persuasion, and, above all, a thorough 
grounding in the essentials of the problem and a complete understanding 
of all the factors that were in it, had paid off. The President had 
come around to view that a single Chief of Staff wes 'dangerous!, « . 

If in the end Forrestal was largely the wimer in the unification fight, 
it was because he had thought mere deeply, because he had enlisted Eber- 
stadt and others to think for him, because he had looked at the real and 
Central problems involved rather than accepted qwick solutions which 
under the test of time and events could not stona, )027/ 





17 Millis, Ov. Cit. pp. 160-162 
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Following this meeting with the President, the Uavy and Arny 
civilian od willtary leaders got together to try and reach a comro- 
wise solution to the unification problem to meet the President's dead- 
line of tay 31. As a result, the areas of differences were narroved. 
The Arsy acceded to the idea of a Council of Common Defense (National 
Security Comcil), a National Security Resources Board, a Central 
Intelligence Agency, and a Mumitions Board and gave up pressing for a 
singie Department of Defense with a Chief of Staff for the Secretary 
ef Defense and a siraight line of commnd of the Service Departments, 
The only remaining major point of difference was the powers to be giv- 
en to the Secretary cf Defense, i.¢., coordination (Navy view) versus 
administrative control (Aray view). “nor points of difference were 
the Army's resistance cn the Air Force responsibility for all air re- 
sources and limited functions of the larine Corps, It is interesting 
to note that the Navy not only opposed giving up its air arm to the new 
Air Force but also to the Arcy's idea of giving up its om troop sup~ 
port air arm to the new Air Forse. 

On 31 May, 1916 the Secretaries of War and Navy wrote ae joint 
letter to the President outlining the areas of agreement and disagree~ 

On 15 June, 1916 President Truman wrote a letter to Congress lay= 
ing down a twelve point progrem on which unification should be esteb- 
lished. However, Congress convened without talking action on umifica~ 

On 16 Jemery, 1947, the Seeretaries of War and Navy sent a joint 


letter to President Truman reconciling Arzy and Navy views on the int- 
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egration of the Armed Services. 
On 26 February 1947, the President forwarded a unification bill 
(S 758) to the Senate, having been drafted by the representatives of 


the armed services end having the approval cf the Secretarios of War 


ep | 


and Navy and the Joint Chiefs of Stair. This Bill was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services on 3 Herch, 19):7. 

Hearing started on 18 March, 197 and lasted ten weeks, cfforded 
a full opportunity to the representatives of all gevernnont sepsrtments 
and agencies and to 211 private citizens to be heard. This public 
hearing was followec by executive sessions of the Armed Services Com 
ittee starting on 20 May, 197 which culuinated in a vote of 12 to 0 
for the bill on ) June 19h7. 

On 25 July 1917 Congress passed the National Security Act of 19h7 
(Public Law 253 = 80th Congress). On 26 July 197 President Trumen 
siemed this act and at the same time sipned an Emccutive Order dofer- 
ring the roles end missions of the Services and appointed Secretary of 
the Navy Forrestal as the first Secretary of Defense, 

in terms of the Senate Report: 

uThis act has been designed to provide a comprehensive progran fer 
the future security of the United Stetes. It ccoes this by provisions 
involving three levels of the Government. On the highest level, under 
the immediate suvervision of the Presicent, it provides for the estab= 
lishment of integrated policies and procedures for the departments, 
agencies end functions of the Government relating to the National Sec— 
urity. On 2a lower level, it provices for three indepentently edmini- 
stered military departments, al provides further for their authori- 
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tative coor@inetion and unified direction, but not merger, wiler civ- 
{lien control, Finally, on the zilitary level, it provices for the 
effective stretegic direction of the Armed forces, for their operation 


gration into an efficient tean 





under unified control, end for their inte 
of land, naval, and air forces. 


» eSnow the need for close anc continuous coordi— 





"Studies nade, 
nation on a high level within the Goverment of our comostic, foreign, 
ana military policies, for en appropriate intelligence organization to 


serve both military end civilion agencies of security, and for vastly 





ved planning for control and woilization of our neturel and induse 
tricl resources in time of emercency. ni8/ 
In brief, the Nationel Seeurlty Act of 1947 provided: 
Sec. 2 Declaration of Policy 
Title I Coordination for National Security 
Sece 101 Vationel Security Council 
Composed of the Presijdent, the Seeretary of State, the 
Secretary of Defense, the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force, and Chairman of the National Securities 
Resources Board and such other members as the President 
may designate, An adviscry body to the President with 
respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, end mil- 
Ltary policies, sO as to emable the xilitary services 


end the other departments and agencics of the Government 





Bis} U.S. Congrosay "Sonate Couittes on Armd Services Report on the 





Nations ty Act of _ (Washingt 
ment Printing Office) p. 15 
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to cooperate more effectively in matters involving nat- 
ional security. 

Central Intelligence Agency 

Under the National Security Council with supervisory 


_ authority and responsibility then exercised by the Nat— 


jonal Intelligence Authority created by Executive Order 
of the President. 

National Security Resources Board 

To advise the President concerning the coordination of 
military, industrial, and civilian robilization and thus 
provide him and the I, S. C. with 2 sound and realistic 
basis on which to evaluate the objectives, com-ittments, 
and risks they mst consider in connection with our dom 


estic, military, and foreign policies. 


Title TI - The National itilitary Establishment 
National Wilitary Establishment 
A National Military Establishment consisting of the Dee 
partments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, together with 
certain agencies to assist in the coordination of the act- 
ivities of these Departments =~ headed by the Secretary of 
Defense to: 

"l. Ustablish general policies and programs for the 
National Militery Establishment and for all departments and 
agencies therein. 


"2, Exercise general direction, authority, and con- 
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trol over such departments and agencies, 

"3. Take appropriate steps to eliminate unnecess- 
ary duplication or overlapping in the fields of procure- 
nent, supply, transportation, storage, health, and re- 
searche 

t),, Supervise and coordinate the preparation of 
the budget estimates of the departments and agencies com 
prising the National Military Establishment: formulate 
and determine the budget estimates for submittal to the 
Bureau of the Budgets; and supervise the budget programs 
of such departments and agencies under the applicable 
appropriation Act. " 

Military Assiszants to the Secretary 

"Officers of the Armed Services may be detailed to duty 
as assistants and personal aides to the Secretary of 
Defense, but he shall not establish a military starr,120/ 
Civilian Personnel 

Three special assistants. 

Department of the Army 

Changed name from Department of War. 

Department of the Navy 

Naval aviation integrated with the naval service, 

Navy responsible for naval reconnaissance, anti- 
submarine warfare, and protection of shipping, 


Marine Corps to develop landing foree amhibious 


SA A Se TTT se Sr sss sis ast st sf ci ergs 


19 "National Security Act of 1917" 
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Sec, 207 


SeCe 209 


Sec, 211 


operations. 

Department of the Air Force 

Established as an executive ne 

United States Air Foree 

Composed of the former Arny Air Forces, the Air Corps, 
U. S. Army and General Headquarters, Air Force (Air 

)e 

Effective Date of Transfer 


Force Combet Command 





War Council 

To advise the Secretary of Defense on matters of broad 
policy relating to the armed services, Composed of the 
Secretary of Defense as chairman with powers of decision, 
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Foree, the 
Chiefs of Staff of the Army and Air Force, and the Chief 
of Naval Operations, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

To consist of Chief of Staff, U. S. Army, Chief of Naval 
Operations, Chief of Staff, U. S. Air Force and the Chief 
of Staff to the Conmmander—in-Chief, if there is one. 
Duties: to prepare strategic and logistic plans, estab- 
lish unified commands, formulate policies for joint train- 
ing of the military forees and for coordinating the edu- 
cation of members of the military forces, to review mat- 
erial and personnel requirements of the Armed Forces, 
provide military representation in the United Nations, act 


as principal military advisers to the President and Sec- 
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Chapter V 


POST UNIFICATION MODIFICATIONS 


The fourth and final phase of the evolution of the Defense Organi- 
gation was the modifications of the unified organization established by 
the National Security Act of 19:7. These modifications were: _ 

National Security Act Amendments of 1919 

National Security Act Amendments of 1952 

Reorganization Plans 3 and 6 of 1953 

As seen in the previous chapter, the National Security Act of 197 
(commonly called the Unification Act) was based on the Nevyts theory of 
organizations; centralized responsibility (Secretarv of Defense) and de- 
centralized authority (Departments of Army, Navy, end Air Force, iuni- 
tions Board, Research and Development Bosrd, National Resources Board, 
etc.) It was what Forrestal had wanted as a result of the Eberstadt 
Reporte 

During the remainder of 197 and the year of 1918, Forrestal grad- 
ually got the camplicated Defense Organization in motion, based on the 
philosophy of mking changes only where needed and not just for the sake 
of making a change. Certain minor deficiencies in the Organization came 
to the surface, such as the overlapping of the various boards. But the 
major deficiency in the organization turned out to be centered in the 
Seeretary of Defense —— he did not have the eat Liority to match his re- 
sponsibility, The vehicle to prove this organization dilemma te Forres- 
tal was the Defense budgew. 

Another area of indecision in the Defense Organization was the sub- 
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ject of roles and missions. Congress had purposely avoided defining the 
roles and missions of the Services, considering these an administrative 
matter, a function of the Executive Department. Troubles in this area 
were partially solved by the Key West Conferences, 11-1); larch, 19h8, 
the Spaatz—Tower Repoxt, and the Newport Conference, 20-22 August, 19);8. 

During the summer of 1915 the Committee on the National Security 
Organization (a task force of the ((Hoover)) Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Govermuent) began their hearings under 
the chairmanship of Ferdinand Dberstadi, the architect of the organiza— 
tion that was being analyzed. This committee submited its report with 
recomendations to the Commission on 75 November, 1918, 

A summary of the Report and Recommendations of this Comnittee fol~ 
Lows: 

"The essence of the Committee's task was to explore how the products 
of our national security establishment could be improved and, at the 
same time, the costs reduced — how to obtain the mximm security at the 
minimim cost in terms of our resources and liberties. . . 

",. . ebfficiency end economy are dependent upon the wisdom and abil- 
ity of the men entrusted with its control and uvon a spirit of mutual 
loyalty, teamrork, and unity of purpose throughout the organization. No 
organization ls ey better than the men who run it; a neat organizational 
Chart is not a panacea for all ills, Optimum efficiency can be achieved 
only as the product of education and experience over a long period of 
time, Evolutionary processes, rather then revolutionary onese « « 

"Our present system, create’ by the National Security Act of 197, 


is a long step forward. In terms of progress, compared with vhat exist- 
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ed at the beginning, or even at the end, of World War II, the advences 
have been considerable, lowever, in terms of securing the legitimate 
interests of the United States without threat of militarization of our 
society, and finally, in terms of maximum security at minimum cost, the 
present product of the system can be substantially imroved. The United 
States is vnquestionable far better prepared to deal with the complex 
problems of foreign and nilitary policy, mobilization, and national de- 
fense than ever before in time of peace. The costs, at the same time, 
of its security organization ere enormously greater, both absolutely and 
in relation to the national income, than ever before, 

"Its investigations convinced the Sonuittec that there are six 
areas or aspects in which improvement in the interest of greater effi- 
Cliency and economy is both possible and necessary. 

"They involve: 

"1, Strengthening central authority in the military establishment; 

"2. Overhauling the military budgets 

"36 Improving teamrork throughout the National Security Organiza~ 
tion; 

"),, Relating scientific research and development more closely to 
Strategic planning; 

"5. Expediting plans for civilian. . .mobilization. » o3 

"6. waking adequate provisions for and against new and wnconven- 
tional means of warfare. 

"The Committee considered and rejected: 

"1. <A single military Chief of Staff and general staff over all 
three services; 
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“2, Merger of the three military departments into a single depeart- 
ment; ond 

"3. Merger of the naval air arm with the air forces ned / 

After receiving the various Corrittee (Task Force) Reports and Re~ 
commendations, the Hoover Comission submitted its now famous composite 
report to Congress on 5 Februery, 1949. Its recormendatims were for 
more euthority for the Secretery of Defense inclhiding the budget and 
expenditures, bettcr teammork throughout the National military estab— 
lishment, better coordination of medical services, and preparation of 
emergency plens for civilian end industriel mobilisation. The Couiss- 
ion concluded: 

"These provisions should insere the full control ond accountability 
of the National Military Establishment and the full subordination of 
the military to civilian control by establishing the Secretary of De- 
fense as the princinal assistant to the President in military natters, 
responsible to him and to the Congress for the conduct, efficiency, and 
and econony of the National Military Esteblishment. Lines of command 
would be clear; interservice rivalrics reduced by the fresh emphasis on 
the singleness of purpose of the totel military effort; efficiency pro- 
moted and econony achieved through consistent policy and progran, and 
Sirough centrelined contyol,*2/ 


The Congressional hearings on the amendments to the ational Sec~ 





21 The Committce on the National Security Organisation, "Task Force 
Report on National Security Organization, (Washington, D. C., Ue S. 
Government Printing Office, January, 191:9) po. 2-9. 

22 Commission on Organization of the Executive Braneh of the Government, 
"The Hoover Commission Report", (New York, MeGraw-H i11, 199) p. 197. 
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urity Act started soon after the submission of the Commission Report. 
These hearings produced a replica of the Unification fight with the Arry- 
Air Force coalition pitted against the Navy. Forrestal's moderation 
Saved the day. As a result of these hearings Congress passed the Nat— 
jonal Security Act Amendments of 199, Public Law 216 —8lst Congress. 

These Amendments provided for: 

"Change in commosition of the National Security Council, 

"Conversion of the National Military Establishment into an Exee~- 
utive Department, 

"Conversion of the Departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force to 
military departments in lieu of executive departments. 

"Provided for a Deputy and three assistant Secretaries of Defense. 

"Created the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

"Increased limit of Joint Staff from 100 to 210, 

"Changed the relationship of the Secretary of Defense to the Mun- 
itions Board and Research and Development Board. 

"Established uniform budgetary and fiscal procedures and organi- 
zations (Title rv)y23/ 

The major significance of the National Security Amendments of 1919 
was that there was no chance in the pattern, iee., an organization by 
evolution at a tire of great unrest by the American populace at the 
realization of the heavy burden of peacetime defense after the sacri- 
fices of the greatest war Imown to man, 


With the exception of minor laws passed by the 82nd Congress in 





23 Ue. S. Congress, "National Security Act Amendments of 19:9" (Wash— 
ington, D. Ce, U. S. Government Printing Office, 199) 
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1952 (The Defense Supply Management Agency and Office of Direetor of 
Installations), all was quiet on the Defense Organization front until 
the advent of the Rockefeller Report: "Comsittec on Department of De~ 
fense Organization" on April 11, 1953. This was followed by President 
Eisenhower's message to Congress on 30 April 1953 on the reorganization 
of the Defense Organization including studies on the internal organiza- 
tion of the Service Departments, 

Following hearings before the Cormittee on Government Operations 
in June, 1953, Reorganization Plan 6 became law under provision of the 
Reorganization Act of 199, as amended and placed in effect in the De- 
partment of Defense by D. 0. De Directive 5105.1 of 30 June, 1953, 

"In his message to Congress on the Plan, President Eisenhower 
enumerated three objectives to be achieved: 

"1, To clarify lines of authority so as to strengthen civilian 
responsibility. 

"2, Effectiveness with econony. 

"3. To improve our machinery for strategic planning, »2i/ 

As a result of this Reorganization Plan, six new assistant Sec— 
retaries of Defense were added, as staff advisers to the Secretary of 
Defense, absorption of the functions of the Research and Development 
Board, Munitions Board, Defense Supply Menagement Agency, and office 
of the Director of Installations in the Secretary of Defense's office > 
transfer of the National Security Resources Board statutory functions 


to the office of Defense Mobilization, under Reorganization Plan 3 of 
, o 


2h John R, Probert, "Pentagon Reorganization: Phase Three", U. S. Naval 
Institute Proceedings, (Vol. 81, No.1, Jammary 1995) p. 53 
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1953) and placed the Joint Staff under the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Steff. 

"In sumcry, then, the Department of Defense has become, with Re- 
organization Plan 6, more like the other executive departments. The 
Secretary's staff has been expanced. . eand authority and responsibi- 
lity has been more precisely located in it, so thet it can more effect— 
ively essist him in controlling the colossus for which he is responsi- 
ble, At the same time, operations and meh administration have remained 
decentralized under the Service Secretaries. Though the very contro— 
versial transfer of management functions over the Joint Staff to the 
has reduced the porer of the other members of the Joint Chiefs, 





they have not been submerzed or subordinated, "2>/ 

In his message to Congress submitting Reorganization Plan 6, he 
indicated that isprovements could be made in the Departments of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force Organizations, Accordingly the Scerectary of 
Defense asked each of the military services to study and report on its 
orgenizational problems with a view towerd obtaining rreater effective~ 
ness and economies wherever possible, 

The following reports were submitted as a result of these studies: 

Gates Report: 


Report of the Committee on Organization of the De= 


partment of the Navy, 16 April 195). 


Davies Report: aaminthiae of the Lams 18 — 1953 fol- 
ranization, 1 June 
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“The major effect of these revorts was the enactment of a bill by 


mgress on 3 August, 195) of a bill authorizing each Military Depart- 
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Chapter VI 


CONCLUSION 


The preceding chapters have traced the evolution of the defense org- 
amization of the United States from the American Revolution to the pre- 
sent day. This historical approach has showm the underlying reasons for 
what is contained in the defense laws and directives, and what is not 
contained in the laws and directives. With this background, it is poss- 
ible to ponder the future possibilities of changes in the Defense Org- 
anization and at the same time to delve deeper and study the intent of 
the lawmakers; the intent of Congress, in this case. 

What is the intent of Congress as regards our Defense Organization? 
The Policy Section of the "National Security Act of 197 as Amended! 
reads as follows: 

| "It is the intent of Congress to provide a cozprehensive program 
for the future security of the United Stetes; to provide for the estab- 
lishment of integrated policies and procedures for the aetna agen 
cies, and functions of the Governnent relating to the national security; 
to provide three military departments, separately administered, for the 
operation and administration of the Army, the Navy (including Naval Avia- 
tion and the United States Marine Corps), and the Air Force, with their 
assigned combat and service components; to provide for their authorita~- 
tive coordination and unified direction under civilian control of the 
Secretary of Defense, but not to merge them; to provide for the effect— 
ive strategic direction of the armed forces and for their operation 
under unified control and for their integration into en efficient tean 

~35~ 
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of land, naval, and air forees but not to establish a single Chief of 
Steff over the armed forces nor an armed forces general staff (but this 
is not to be interoreted as applying to the Joint Chiefs of Staff or 
Joint state. )"26/ 

That is a straightforward declaration on the part of Congress and 
one that leaves no doubt as to their intentions. And how is this intent 
of Congress brought to fruition? By the people in the Organization 
meated by the Congress to carry out their policies on national defense. 

The major benefit to the country of this defense organisation has 


been the high level integretion of policies and procedures for the de- 





srtments, agencies, end functions of the government relating to the 
national security. The complexity of our modern civilization demands 
a high level integration of our various national policies: foreign, 
military, end economic. Prior to enactment of the National Security 
Act of 19:7, high level integration of our foreign and military policy 
was haphazard, and as a result our foreign policy often was not backed 
by militery reality. This influence of the National Security Council 
and the Defense Department on our National Policies has led to fears 
of militarisn, but Congress has always safeguarded this by the check- 
rein of civilian control. 

"The sole basis for the necessity of civilian control over the 

military is. . .the necessity for elected representatives of the people 
‘to control a ready-made instrument of great power and potential danger 


in a society. . .In the United States, the Constitution makes very thor- 









| ess, Public Law 216 - 81st Congress, "Wational Security 
Act of 197 as Amended® Sec. 2 
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ough provision for civilian control of the Armed Forces. Surely every 
hpuuttand knows full well that the President is Commander-In-Chief of 
the U. S. Armed Perwet; perhaps not as widely understood is the fact 
that complimentary, and probably more powerful, control is exercised 
by Congress, which is charged with raising, supporting, and regulating 
the Armed Forces. Congress hes never been backward about carrying out 
this proper and necessary civilian control function. 027/ 

Thus the basic philosophy of our post World War IT Defense Organi- 
gation as derived from the laws of Congress is a bigger voice for the 
Defense Crganization in the determination of our Vational Policies, at 
the sams time increasing the civilian control over the military. 

A possible second major benefit to our country of this relatively 
nev’ defense organization is faith of the comtry in the system cue to 
the evolutionary process by which the organization came into being. 

The long and heavily debated case for unification was carried out in 
the true democratic traditions of open forum. At the time it may have 
been feared that the resultant organization might have been hamstrung 
by the bitter pros and cons aired, but acceptance was the ultimate re~ 
werd. : 

A third possible major benifit to our country is econony of resources; 
men, money, and material. One of the major objectives of the National 
Defense Act as amended is economy. But any effort to measure or define 


economy in relation to our defense effort has resulted in an exercise in 





27 Lt. Col, Anthony Wermth, U. S, Army, "Civilian Control of the Armed 


Forces", U, S. Naval Institute Procecdings, Vol. 80, No. 12 (Decen- 
ber 195k)” pp. L313 
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Semantics, Moreover, the question of economy is of a continuing nature 
rather than an instantaneous savings. The objective is to preserve the 
peace without breaking the country. 

And what about the future? If the present trend of centralization 
continues and Parkinson's Law28/ holds tree >» the end remilt may be a gov- 
ernmental administrative giant of new and unbelievable proportios,. On 
the other hand, the trend towards centralization of responsibility and 
authority in the Department of Defense may have passed its zenith. The 
latest change in the defense department organization was the eddition 
of two assistant secretaries in each Service Department and the latest 
recommendation is to reduce the minber of assistant Secretaries of De- 
fense from nine to six, 29/ This is in contrast to the theory of Oime 
Lewis on leaving the Department of Interior as an Assistant Secretary. 
He was "of the opinion that not enough has been added upstairs in the 
structure of the government to take care of the great expansion below. 

I think there should be more assistant secretaries, n30/ 

However, Secretary of Defense Wilson seems determined to hold the 
line, as evidenced by his refusal to support a proposal to promote the 
general counsels of each Service Department to assistant secretaryships. 

In conclusion, the future of the Defense Organization should be 
one of stability. This era of stability should give each element of the 
Organization a chance to improve its performance. And with improved 





28 The Economist, Noverber 19, 1955 

29 K Report to the Congress by the Commission on Orgenization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, "Business Orgenization of the 
Department of Defense" (Washington D. C., U. S. Government Frint- 
ing Office) June, 1955 p. 21 


30 ‘The Sunday Star, Washington D. C., August 1955 p,. A-19 
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ture emmhasis will be on economy in the long haul, And the center 
ef interest will be our double AA Jams of Aviation end the Aton 

ning that we have the air power and the sto 
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pile of atom weapons 
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